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Based on data from an 18-year follow-up of Wisconsin high school seniors, this paper describes the process of occupational achievement among men and women from labor market entry to mid-life. In contrast to several earlier studies, there are marked sex differences in the acquisition and maintenance of occupational status. The effect of posthigh school education on the status of first jobs is twice as great among men as among women, and the effect of the status of first jobs on that of current jobs is one-third greater among men than among women. Men gain an average of nine points on the Duncan scale between their first civilian jobs and their jobs at age 36, but women lose an average of more than two points on the Duncan scale. At the same time, sex differences in occupational attainment are not all disadvantageous to women. First jobs of women are six points higher in status on the average than first jobs of men, and when the status of first jobs is controlled, the continuing influence of schooling on occupational status is twice as great among women as among men. Consequently, as others have also found, the total effects of schooling on the occupational statuses of women and men are the same at mid-life. Among the minority of women who remain childless, the process of occupational attainment is more similar to that among men.
Within the past few years there has been increasing research interest in processes of sexual stratification in American labor markets. I t is well known that between men and women there are large and persistent differentials in -earnings and that there are pervasive patterns of occupational segregation by sex. At the same time structural-equation models of occupational attainment have shown surprisingly modest differences between the sexes in occupational prestige or socioeconomic status. In several national samples, there have been minimal differences between the sexes in levels of occupa-tional status and in the effect of schooling on occupational status; occupational status is slightly less variable among women than among men (Treiman and Terrell1975; McClendon 1976; Featherman and Hauser 1976; Spaeth 1977) . Of the several arguments advanced to explain these anomalously small differences (Fligstein and Wolf 1978; Powers and Holmberg 1978) , the most appealing is that prestige or socioeconomic status metrics do not adequately reflect important aspects of sexual inequality in labor market positions (Tyree and Treas 1974, p. 294; Wolf and Fligstein 1979a, 19793; Hauser, Featherman, and Hogan 1977, pp. 192-93; McClendon 1976; Huber 1980) . There is merit in the argument, but a closer look at the labor market careers of men and women reveals marked sex differences in occupational status and in the processes by which it is obtained. Paradoxically, differences in the occupational careers of men and women are consistent with and help explain the earlier findings of similarity between the sexes in current occupational status.
This study investigates the occupational attainment process from adolescence through mid-life in a cohort of male and female Wisconsin high school graduates who have been followed from 1957 to 1975. The analysis is based on a recursive social psychological model of achievement, which is displayed schematically in figure 1. I t elaborates the well-known Bhu- Duncan (1967) (Sewell and Hauser 1980) . To date, comparisons between the sexes have been reported only in summary form (Sewell 1971; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin 1976) .
SOURCES OF DATA
Previous analyses of occupational achievement in the Wisconsin sample focused on jobs held in 1964, seven years after high school graduation. Here, we analyze new data about occupational achievement through 1975, obtained from telephone interviews with the respondents. This was a particularly opportune time to study the achievements of the members of our sample, for schooling was virtually completed in the cohort, and many women who had borne children had returned to the work force.
The Wisconsin longitudinal data come from several sources: (1) A survey of background, school experiences, and aspirations among all high school seniors in Wisconsin public, private, and parochial schools was conducted in 1957. From this survey a random sample consisting of 4,994 men and 5,323 women was drawn. (2) Information was taken from school and public records, with proper precautions to protect the privacy of individual information, on such matters as parental income, students' measured intelligence, and high school rank. (3) In 1964 the sample was followed up using questionnaires directed to parents. (4) In 1975 a second follow-up study was conducted in which approximately goy0 of the original sample members were located and interviewed (Clarridge, Sheehy, and Hauser 1977) . Table 1 describes the source and coding of each of the variables in the model; the place of each variable in the model js indicated by a symbol in figure 1. Most of this material is self-explanatory, but a few supplementary comments may be useful. In addition to parental education, occupation, and income, the set of social background characteristics includes maternal employment (L), rural origin (R), intact family (B), and number of siblings (S). I t has often been suggested that maternal employment affects the socioeconomic life chances of children-especially of daughters-because it raises the family standard of living, because it competes with other familial activities, or because it provides a favorable role model (Hoffman and Nye 1974, chap. 6) . The socioeconomic effects of rural upbringing, marital disruption, and large sibships are well known (Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan 1972; Featherman and Hauser 1978; Sewell 1964; Sewell and Orenstein 1965; Sewell, Haller, and Ohlendorf 1970; Yang 1976) . Before 1975, measures of sibship size and of intact family were not available in the Wisconsin data.
Following Featherman and Hauser (1978, pp. 23-24) , the 1975 survey measured the status of the first full-time civilian job (W) held by the respondent after the completion of formal schooling, as well as the status of the current (or last) job (2). Previously, first jobs had been excluded in comparisons of the occupational attainments of men and women. The importance of first job in explaining men's subsequent occupational attainment has been amply demonstrated (Blau and Duncan 1967; Duncan et al. 1972; Ornstein 1976; Featherman and Hauser 1978, chap. 5 ) . Specifically, the inclusion of first job in our models allows us to ascertain (1) whether the ways in which education affects current occupational status are different for men and women (by decomposing the total effect of education on current status) and (2) whether the effect of status of first job on status of current job differs for men and women. Also, we are able to ascertain whether the effects of socioeconomic background and the social-psychological variables (mainly involving the school experience) diminish over time, as evidenced by their effects on status of first job and status of current job. The final sample consisted of 3,411 men and 2,620 women. We believe that the sample restrictions and data losses do not substantially affect the generality of our findings about the achievement processes among men or women or about differences between the sexes in those processes. Fligstein and Wolf (1978) have shown that the restriction of the National Longitudinal Survey (Parnes) sample to employed women does not bias parameters of structural models of occupational achievement; the alternative hypothesis is that the differential selection of women into or out of the labor force does affect structural parameters of the process (Heckman 1974) . While the analyses reported here are based on the restricted samples of men and women, we have carried out parallel analyses with more inclusive samples and have obtained similar results. Neither among men nor among women do there appear large or systematic differences between the analysis samples and the full samples. To take an extreme example, we carried out two regression analyses of the status of first jobs: one for women in the final sample and a second for women with complete data who ever held full-time civilian jobs after leaving school. The second analysis differs from the first by including almost 1,000 women who held full-time civilian jobs after leaving school but who were not employed between 1970 and 1975. There was a reassuring similarity between the parameter estimates in the two samples. Since we chose a contrast in sample definition that was extreme in its potential impact on our findings, we believe that our analyses are quite robust. We also estimated the equations in our model from pairwise present sample moments, and again the results did not vary in any important respect from those reported here.
Our findings in the Wisconsin cohort reflect the experiences of a broad segment of American youth, that of native, white high school graduates. Other important segments of the population are not well represented, especially high school dropouts and nonwhites. For example, Sewell and Hauser concluded that "in the late 1950s, school retention to grade 12 was markedly higher in Wisconsin than in the total United States and that from 75% to 80% of the Wisconsin men of high school age at about that time might have appeared in a sample of high school graduates" (1975, p. 215 In spite of these limitations of the sample, we have also obtained substantial agreement between our structural-equation models and those based on national samples of men for which comparable measurements were available (Sewell and Hauser 1975, chap. 3) . Together with the fact that other researchers using our models have generally replicated our findings (Sewell and Hauser 1980) , this agreement strengthens our confidence in findings based on the Wisconsin sample.
ACHIEVEMENTS OF MEN AND WOMEN
The means and standard deviations of the social and psychological variables are reported in table 3. Sex differences in social background and academic performance in the Wisconsin sample have been discussed elsewhere (Sewell 1971; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin 1976; Sewell, Hauser, and Wolf, in press ). In spite of deficits of parental encouragement (P) and educational aspiration (E), women aspired to occupations (J) which were slightly higher in status than those to which men aspired. At the same time, the range of occupations to which women aspired was highly restricted in status relative to the range of men's occupational aspirations.
Up to a point, sex differences in educational attainment and occupational status parallel those in educational and occupational aspirations. First, the mean educational attainment (U) of men is almost a year greater than that of women, and the variance in educational attainment is restricted among women. This finding is contrary to past research comparing the educational achievements of employed men and women (or of husbands and wives), which has found similar distributions of schooling among men and women; the advantage, if any, has belonged to women (Treiman and Terrell 1975;  Featherman and Hauser 1976) . This discrepancy may be due to the fact that women were historically more likely than men to graduate from high school but less likely than men to attend or complete college (Folger and Nam 1967; Sewell and Shah 1967,1968) . Second, on the average the statuses of women's first jobs (W) are six points higher on the Duncan scale than those of men. This differential is larger than that separating the occupational aspirations of men and women. Also, just as in the case of occupational aspirations, the variability in the statuses of first jobs held by women is restricted relative to that among men. Beyond this point the parallel between sex differences in aspirations and in achievements no longer holds. Despite the initial advantage of women in occupational status, by mid-life the average occupational standing of men is about five points higher on the Duncan scale than that of women. Indeed, not only is the initial sex difference reversed, as men gain about nine points in occupational standing, but also women lose an average of about two points in occupational standing between their first and current or last jobs.
These findings about occupational status square with other studies of lifecycle variation in occupational attainment among men and women. In a study of Rhode Island women (Wolf 1975) and in a national survey of middle-aged women (Rosenfeld 1976 ), women's average occupational standing was essentially constant over the life cycle. Obversely, several national surveys show that among men mean occupational status grows markedly over the course of working life (Ornstein and Rossi 1970; Sglrensen 1975; Duncan et al. 1972; Featherman and Hauser 1978) . At the same time, our findings seem inconsistent with national cross-section surveys in which the mean occupational standing of men and of women was virtually the same (Featherman and Hauser 1976; McClendon 1976; Treiman and Terrell 1975) . The latter studies, however, were based on samples with broad age ranges over which the relationship between the mean occupational attainments of men and those of women might be expected to change. If in the life cycle the occupational standing of women is a t first higher and then lower than that of men, a sex differential in occupational standing need not appear in a sample that is heterogeneous with respect to age.
As in the case of occupational aspirations and first jobs, the variability of occupational status is much less in current jobs among women than among men. Still, this differential appears to have declined as the cohort aged. We believe that sex differentials in the variability of occupational standing reflect restrictions in the occupational opportunities open to women. In comparative studies of occupational standing, sociologists are accustomed to summarizing differentials between populations by using a measure of central tendency like the mean (Duncan 1968; Hauser and Featherman 1974) ) but the differential occupational opportunities of men and of women cannot be so conveniently summarized. Table 4 gives the major occupation group of the first and current or last occupation for men and women in the Wisconsin sample. Note that we have classified retail sales workers with clerical workers in a lower-white-collar category but placed nonretail sales workers in the same category as managers and proprietors (following Featherman and Hauser 1978, chap. 2) . Women are vastly overrepresented among clerical and retail sales workers and among service workers; they are vastly underrepresented among managers, proprietors, and nonretail sales workers, among skilled workers, NOTE.-Percentages may not add to 100.0 because of independent rounding. Nine women could not be classified by marital/child status. and among semiskilled and unskilled workers. These differentials occur both in current and in first occupations. While far fewer women than men report first occupations in farming, the sex differential in farm employment is reduced in the current occupation. We think this occurs because many men who took first jobs on a family farm later moved to nonfarm jobs; many women with early nonfarm work experience later became farm wives and described themselves as unpaid family workers in 1975. While sex segregation within the professional and technical occupations is well documented over the occupational distribution as a whole the sex differential in professional and technical employment is small relative to those in other broad occupational groups.
Despite the overall stability of sex differentials in occupation group from first to current jobs, there were substantial net intragenerational shifts in the occupational distribution of each sex. Fewer than 10% of men held first jobs as managers, proprietors, or nonretail sales workers, but more than a quarter of men held current jobs in this category. Only 11.2% of men's first jobs were in skilled manual work, and this grew to 17.6% of current jobs. Almost a third of men's first jobs were in semiskilled or unskilled work, and this percentage dropped by more than half, to only 15.9% of men's current jobs. Last, following the national trend (Featherman and Hauser 1978, chap. 2) , there was an intragenerational net shift out of farming.
Among women, fewer than 2% held first jobs as managers, proprietors, or nonretail sales workers, and this percentage increased to 8.6y0 of women's current jobs; still, this was less than the proportion in the same category among men at labor force entry. The percentage of female clerical and retail sales workers declined from 54% of first jobs to 39% of current jobs, but this remained the modal occupational category of women in our sample. Last, there were modest intragenerational net shifts of women into service jobs and, as previously noted, into farming.
The distributions of first and current jobs across broad intervals of the Duncan socioeconomic index (SEI) (Duncan 1961) reflect the changing occupational differentials between the sexes. As shown in table 5, women are virtually excluded from occupations at the bottom of the Duncan scale (values 0-9) and at the top of the scale (values above 80); the exclusion of women from the highest-and lowest-status jobs is nearly as extreme in current as in first occupations. In contrast, more than 10% of men held first jobs whose SEI value was less than 10, and more than 10% of men held first or current jobs whose SEI value was greater than 80. The rise in occupational status among men can be described largely in terms of net shifts from jobs with a SEI value of less than 20 to jobs with a SEI value of 40-49 or 60-69. Among women there were small net intragenerational shifts into occupations whose SEI value was less than 20 and out of occupations whose SEI value lay between 40 and 79. Thus women were excluded from the status extremes of the occupational distribution, and they also lost standing in the middle of the occupational distribution between their first and current jobs. Over the same segment of the career, men shifted out of the bottom of the occupational status hierarchy and into its middle and upper reaches.
In anticipation of our later findings, tables 4 and 5 also display the association between women's marital and childbearing status and their occupational standing. Table 4 shows the occupational distributions of women who never married and of ever-married women who were childless, bore one or two children, or bore three or more children. The two childless groups each include about 7.5% of the sample. Married women with one or two children make up one-third of the sample, and married women with three or more children make up the remaining half of the sample. Of course, there is no self-evident temporal or causal interpretation of the association between marital/child status and occupation, particularly in the case of the first fulltime job, yet marital/child status is strongly associated with both first and current occupation. Regardless of marital/child status, 70%-8070 of women held first jobs in the professional and technical or in the clerical and retail sales groups, but the relative numbers of women in these two groups varied dramatically with marital/child status. Never-married women were almost equally likely to hold professional and technical or clerical and sales jobs, and the odds were only slightly lower (.69) that a childless married woman would hold a professional and technical first job rather than a clerical or retail sales job. Among married women with one or two children the odds were almost two to one that the first job would be in clerical or retail sales rather than in professional or technical work, and among married women with three or more children the odds were almost four to one that the first job would be in clerical or retail sales instead of professional or technical work. While there were many more women than men in clerical or retail first jobs in each of the marital/child status groups, there were relatively more women than men in professional and technical first jobs, except among women who ultimately bore three or more children. Also, women who bore three or more children were more likely than women in the other marital/ child status groups to hold first jobs in semiskilled, unskilled, or service occupations.
Marital/child status is associated with similar occupational differentials in current employment. While the percentage of women in clerical or retail sales work does not vary systematically across the marital/child status categories, the percentages of women in professional and technical work are greatest among the never-married women, followed by married childless women, women with one or two children, and women with three or more children. Similarly, the proportion of managers, proprietors, and nonretail sales workers is greater among childless women (married or not) than among women with children. Obversely, the proportion of semiskilled, unskilled, service, and farm workers is greater among women with children than among those without children, and it is greater among women with three or more children than among those with one or two children. I n current as in first occupations, the proportion in professional and technical work is greater among women than among men, except among women with three or more children. If childless women and women with low fertility are advantaged in their access to professional and technical employment, their current occupations are not otherwise similar to those of men. Men remain far more likely to hold managerial or nonretail sales jobs, to hold blue-collar jobs, or to farm, and women remain more likely to work in clerical, retail sales, or service jobs.
Marriage and childbearing are also associated with women's occupational status. As shown in table 5, the mean occupational status of first jobs was highest for never-married women and least for women who bore three or more children, but in all of the marital/child status groups the mean standing of the first job was greater than among men. The occupational status differences among marital/child status groups are larger in the case of current jobs; nearly 15 points separate the average occupational standing of never-married women and married women who bore three or more children. Childless women did not suffer a career decline in occupational standing, and they continued to hold slightly higher-status jobs on the average than did men. The average occupational status of both groups of women with children declined between their first and current jobs, and the loss in status was greater among women who bore more children. Among women who ultimately bore three or more children, status of first job was almost three points higher on the Duncan scale than among men, but status of current job was more than 10 points lower than among men. At the same time, even those groups of women who were relatively advantaged in occupational standing appeared to be excluded from the very highest levels of occupational standing. For example, 6.6y0 of never-married and 4.5y0 of married, childless women hold current occupations whose SEI values exceed 80, but 11.5% of men hold such high-status occupations. Even among childless women the variance in occupational status is far less than among men.
In summary, whether we look at major occupation groups or at occupational status, women have markedly different occupational distributions than men. Although women hold an advantage in the average occupational status of first jobs, the advantage is reversed by mid-life. Men experience growth in occupational standing, while married women with children lose occupational standing. Among women, only the childless gain occupational status between first and current jobs and maintain a rough parity in occupational standing with men. Moreover, differences in mean occupational status between men and women do not fully describe their differing occupational opportunities; regardless of marriage and childbearing, women are excluded from the highest-and the lowest-status occupations. So far we have described but not attempted to explain patterns of occupational attainment by sex and marital/childbearing status. We have seen that men and women in the Wisconsin sample differ modestly in socioeconomic background; larger differences between the sexes developed by the time of graduation from high school and may have been accentuated by later schooling, family, and labor market experiences. Moreover, factors affecting labor market success among women may interact with marriage and family formation. In order to elaborate and interpret these processes, we turn to a regression analysis of educational and occupational attainment. We look first at global differences between the sexes in the process of achievement, and then we return to the effects of marriage and childbearing on the process of achievement. Tables 6 and 7 give the estimated structural coefficients of each equation in our model for men and women, respectively. (Correlation coefficients are reported in the Appendix.) We have compared the coefficients for men and women in each equation. The sex differences mentioned in the following discussion are statistically significant beyond the .05 probability level in a two-tailed t-test.
THE PROCESS OF ACHIEVEMENT
The present analysis focuses on educational and occupational achievement, and we shall only summarize the equations for variables prior to educational attainment.2 While the process of educational and occupational aspiration is broadly similar among men and women, there are also marked differences between the sexes. Where these differences occur, it is because men are more sensitive than women to the variables that influence aspiration in both sexes. Men's occupational aspirations are more influenced than women's by paternal occupation. Men's educational and occupational aspirations are also more influenced by ability, by high school grades, and by the support and example of significant others. We believe that all of these differentials reflect the limits imposed by traditional sex role definitions in the late 1950s.
Among men and women, educational attainment (U) is affected directly by parental income (I), father's education (V), ability (Q), grades (G), friends' plans (F), and aspirations ( E and J). In addition, women's schooling is affected directly by mother's education (M), and men's schooling is affected directly by the encouragement of parents (P) and teachers (T). None of these effects (of M, P , or T) is significantly different for men and women, but there are other significant sex interactions. The direct effect of father's education (V) on son's education is three times larger than its effect on daughter's education; there is an opposite but nonsignificant interaction between sex and the influence of mother's education (M). The direct effect of ability (Q) on schooling is more than twice as large among men as among women, and the direct effect of grades (G) is nearly four times larger among men than women. Further, the direct influence of high-aspiring friends (F) on educational attainment is nearly three times larger among men than among women. At the same time, the effect of educational aspiration (E) on educational attainment is about 40% larger among women than among men. Thus, after controlling aspirations, the social and psychological variables responsible for variation in aspiration continue to have more influence on For detailed discussion of these equations of the model, see Sewell (1971) ; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin (1976); and Sewell, Hauser, and Wolf (in press ). the educational attainments of men than women. Once educational aspirations have been formed among women, however, their effect on attainment is larger than among men. Neither maternal employment (L), rural origin (R), intact family (B), nor sibship size (S) affects educational attainment (U) directly among men or women; yet there is an interesting sex interaction in the effect of maternal employment (L). The effect of maternal employment is small and positive among men and small and negative among women; the difference between the two coefficients is statistically significant. While the evidence is insufficient to show that maternal employment helps men's and hurts women's educational attainment, it does show that maternal employment is less helpful to women than to men. I t is sometimes suggested that the role model of the working mother leads daughters to higher aspirations and achievements. Our evidence does not support this interpretation. If maternal employment has any influence, it is probably economic and directed more to improving the life chances of sons than of daughters.
Of course, the final equation in educational attainment does not fully elucidate the process of educational attainment or sex differences in that process. Tables 8 and 9 give reduced-form equations for men and women (Alwin and Hauser 1975) . Each of the social background variables in our model except maternal employment (L) and intact family (B) affects significantly the schooling of men or women or both (see lines 1 of tables 8 and 9). Rural origins (R) improve the educational chances of women but not of men. Each later social psychological variable affects significantly the educational attainment of men and of women; these effects are partly mediated through later variables. Hauser et al. (1976) have elaborated this aspect of the model, so we focus our discussion on sex interactions in the reduced-form coefficients. We have already noted the larger effects among men of father's education (V) and maternal employment (L) in the final schooling equation (line 5); these interactions appear also in the reduced form (line 1). Further, the total effect of father's occupational status (X) is larger among men than women. At the same time, mother's education (M) has a larger total effect among women than among men; together with the opposite interaction of father's education (V), this suggests that a process of same-sex role modeling supplements the impact of both parents' educations on men and women. The total effect of ability (Q) on schooling is twice as large among men as among women; a 10-point difference in men's IQs leads to a 0.65-year increase in post-high school education, but the same difference in women's abilities leads only to a 0.33-year difference in schooling. Similarly, the total effect of a 10-point difference in grades (G) is twice as large among men (0.70 years) as among women (0.33 years). Last, the total effect of having high-aspiring friends (F) is also twice as great among men (1.02 years) as among women (0.54 years).
The occupational status of first job (W) is directly affected by several variables, but the most powerful effects are those of educational attainment (U) and occupational status aspirations (J) (see lines 11 in tables 8 and 9). The effects on first job of other variables in the model (background, ability, grades, significant others) are largely mediated by more proximate influences on occupational status. Despite this general similarity in the estimates for men and women, there are marked sex interactions in the occupational status equations. In the final equation (line l l ) , father's occupational status (X) has a positive effect on men's first-job status, but not upon that of women. Similarly, rural origins (R) significantly reduce the status of the first job among men, but not among women. These effects parallel interactions in the final equations for occupational aspiration, but the sex differences in effects on status of first jobs persist even when occupational aspirations and educational attainment are controlled. Moreover, the effects of father's status and rural origins appear even in the initial equation for men (line 6), but these variables have no influence on initial occupational status among women. Maternal employment (L) has a small positive effect on men's initial occupational status; it leads to a 2.5-point increase in status in the initial equation (line 6) and a 1.3-point increase in status in the final equation (line 11). No similar effect occurs among women. While the negative effects of maternal employment on women's first-job status are not statistically significant, the slopes for women are significantly less than those for men in every equation (lines 6-11). As in the determination of schooling, maternal employment is of greater benefit to sons than to daughters.
The total effect of ability (Q) on status of first occupation (W) is almost twice as large for men (0.60 points on the Duncan SEI) as for women (0.32 points; lines 7 of tables 8 and 9). This interaction is a result of the larger effect of ability on schooling among men than among women. I t disappears when educational attainment is controlled, because ability has no substantial direct influence on status of first job for either sex (line 11). Similarly, in the first equation where grades (G) appear (line 8), the total effect of grades is 64% larger among men (0.60) than among women (0.36). Again, this interaction is explained by the larger effect of grades on educational attainment among men than among women; in the final equation for first-job status (line l l ) , the coefficient of grades becomes insignificant among men. Among women, on the other hand, there remains a significant positive direct effect of grades on initial occupational status that is half as large as the total effect of grades and that is significantly larger than the direct effect of grades among men. Thus, the total effect of high school grades on initial occupational status is larger among men than among women because high school grades are more likely to facilitate men's postsecondary schooling. Yet, when schooling is complete, high school grades substantially affect the occupational chances of women but not of men. We think this is because the skills acquired in school may be more relevant in the jobs women enter (e.g., clerical and sales work, nursing, and teaching) than in those men enter.
The total and direct effects of occupational aspirations (J) on initial occupational status (W) are about twice as large among women as men (iines 10 and 11 of tables 8 and 9); among women each unit difference in occupational aspiration results in a one-third-unit difference in initial occupational status when other variables in the model are controlled. This appears to parallel the special importance of educational aspirations in women's educational attainments. I t is ironic that women's aspirations are less responsive than those of men to several of the causal factors in the attainment process but are also of greater significance in their later attainments than are men's aspirations. Traditional female role expectations seem to limit the range of women's aspirations; yet those goals are more likely to affect the socioeconomic life chances of women than of men.
The influence of a year of post-high school education on the status of first jobs is almost two times larger among men (7.22 points on the Duncan SEI) than among women (3.78 points). While educational attainment (U) has a larger effect on initial job status than does any other variable, women clearly obtain a lower payoff for their schooling than men at the time of initial labor force entry. We have ruled out two artifactual explanations of this finding-nonlinearity in the effect of schooling and differential timing of labor force entry-but space limitations preclude our presenting the details here. The effects of postsecondary schooling on initial occupational status are roughly linear. With less than a college education, women obtain higher-status first jobs than men; with a college degree or postgraduate education, men obtain higher-status first jobs than women. Further, the process of labor market entry is more protracted among men than among women.
Among men and women alike, the status of current (1975 or most recent) occupation (2) is directly and strongly influenced by ability (Q), educational attainment (U), and status of first job (W). In addition, occupational aspiration (J) has a substantial direct effect on the current occupational status of men, but not of women (lines 18 of tables 8 and 9). The effects of other social and psychological variables are primarily indirect, through schooling or the status of first jobs. As in the determination of initial occupational status, the effects of father's occupational status (X) and rural origin (R) on current occupational status are larger among men than among women; in the case of father's occupation, the interaction effect remains significant even when status of first job is controlled. Sex interactions in the reduced-form coefficients of ability (Q) and significant others (T, F) are mediated by later variables in the model; they do not appear in the final equation.
Ability (Q) has a small, positive direct effect on current occupational status (Z); among men and women status increases by 1.4 points for each 10-point difference in IQ when all other variables in the model are controlled. Ability is the only variable in the model whose direct effect on current occupational status is substantially larger than its direct effect on initial occupational status. Formal qualifications such as educational attainment and grades may be more important than ability for placement in first jobs, but the data suggest that ability increases in importance as it is expressed through labor market activity.
The most important sex interactions occur in the effects of educational attainment (U) and status of first job (W) on current occupational status (Z). In the final equation (line 18), the coefficient of schooling is more than twice as large among women (2.77 points on the SEI) as among men (1.26 points). Obversely, the effect of initial occupational status is one-third larger among men (0.35) than among women (0.26). These two interaction effects suggest that women, because they often have to find new jobs after interruptions in employment, continue to rely on educational attainment instead of work experience as the basis of occupational placement. Men rely heavily on education for initial job placement, but, because they tend to have continuous work histories, their later occupational status depends mainly on earlier occupational status.
This explanation is in accord with studies of occupational attainment among women with differing amounts of employment experiences or labor force interruptions. Both Wolf (1975) and Rosenfeld (1976) have found that (1) education has a larger net effect on current occupational status for women with less work experience than for women with more work experience, (2) the status of an earlier job has a larger net effect on the status of the current job for women with fewer interruptions in employment, and (3) employment experience is more important than education for the determination of current occupational status for women with fewer employment interruptions, but not for women with more interruptions.
Unfortunately, our 1975 survey included only a partial work history for women, but we have further elaborated the influence of women's schooling on occupational status using our marital and child status classification as a proxy measure of work experience. Table 10 shows relevant coefficients in the equations for first and current occupational status by sex and marital and childbearing status. In the equations for status of first job (line I), the effect of schooling is larger among men than among any of the groups of women. In the reduced-form equations for current occupational status (line 2a), the total effects of schooling are virtually the same among men as among the majority of women who had married and borne children. The total effects are lower among never-married women (2.43) and childless married women (3.00), but these differences are not statistically significant. The direct effects of schooling on status of current jobs (line 2b) vary in the expected fashion across marital/child status groups; the coefficient is least among never-married women, and it increases with the number of children born to ever-married women. Last, there is an opposite pattern of variation in the autoregression of occupational status across the marital/child status categories. Status persistence is greatest among the never-married women (543) and least among the married women with three or more children (-171) . Persistence is more than half again as large among never-married women as among men, and it is half as large among married women with three or more children as among men. Even among childless and nevermarried women, the process of occupational attainment differs from that among men; yet married women with children account for most of the differences between men and women in occupational status attainment.
Our finding of sex differences in the effect of postsecondary schooling on occupational status attainment may appear to be inconsistent with earlier studies that showed unexpected similarity in the influence of schooling on occupational status among men and women (Treiman and Terrell 1975; McClendon 1976; Featherman and Hauser 1976) . We find larger direct effects of schooling on the status of first jobs among men than among women, and we find larger direct effects of schooling on the status of current jobs among women than among men. In fact, there is no necessary inconsistency, for earlier studies have not included the status of the first occupation. In our reduced-form equations giving the total effects of educational attainment on current occupational status (lines 17 of tables 8 and 9), the schooling coefficients are almost identical for men and women (3.7 points on the SEI per year of schooling). According to our model, the equal effects of schooling are brought about by the larger initial effect and smaller delayed effect for men, combined with greater persistence of occupational status among men. Obversely, among women both the initial effect of schooling and the persistence of occupational status are less than among men, but schooling has a much larger delayed effect on current occupational status for women than for men. Despite sexual equality in the total effects of schooling on current occupational status, the mechanisms by which schooling affects occupational standing at mid-life appear to be quite different among men and women.
DISCUSSION
Past research has suggested that the attainment of occupational status occurs in essentially the same ways for employed men and women. The means and standard deviations of current occupational status are similar among men and women, as are the effects of socioeconomic background and educational attainment on current occupational status. Of course, similarity between the sexes in the attainment of occupational status does not imply similarity in other aspects of the jobs held by men and women or in the processes by which those jobs are obtained. We have shown that marked occupational segregation of men and women in the Wisconsin sample coexists with similarity in average levels of current occupational status; we have shown, also, that women tend to be excluded from the extremes of the occupational status distribution. We are well aware that occupational status is not the only important outcome of labor force activity, but we believe that it is a very important outcome.
Our analysis helps explain findings of similarity between the sexes in the effects of socioeconomic background and in the total effect of education on occupational status at mid-life. We have shown, however, that the similarity in the total effects of education is deceptive. By including status of first job in our models, we have revealed striking sex differences in the occupational attainment process. However, these sex differences do not unilaterally disadvantage women. In fact, the nature of the sex differences suggests a cwplex process, whereby women are advantaged at certain stages and men at others. Women obtain first jobs whose occupational status is, on the average, six points higher on the Duncan SEI than those of men, while at the same time women have a much narrower range of variation in first-job statuses than do men. At mid-life men's mean occupational status level is higher than women's because men have gained occupational status over the course of their work lives, whereas women have lost some ground. Thus, we find that women are advantaged with respect to at least some aspects of first job placement but seem clearly to be disadvantaged from that point onward.
An inspection of the process through which men and women are sorted into positions of occupational status a t mid-life on the basis of their own prior achievements (education and status of first job) suggests a very complicated allocation process. Despite striking sex differences, the total returns that men and women obtain for their educational attainment are essentially the same. With regard to the status of their first jobs, women obtain much smaller returns on their education than men do. Later in the life cycle, women obtain higher occupational status returns on their educational qualifications than do men, whereas men obtain higher returns on their earlier occupational achievements. We believe that these latter differences are easily understood if the patterns of employment of men and women a t different points in the life cycle are taken into account. Women are forced to rely at mid-life on formal qualifications such as educational attainment for occupational placement because they frequently reenter the labor market after interruptions, whereas men are better able to build on their earlier occupational experience because of their more continuous work histories.
Male-female differences in reliance on educational qualifications and on work experience are articulated with patterns of job segregation between the sexes. The fact that women have relatively high levels of status in first jobs can be explained in part by what we know about the kinds of occupations women enter. Women have higher-status first jobs than men because women with educational levels between 12 and 15 years usually take first jobs in lower-white-collar occupations (clerical and sales jobs), which have higher occupational statuses than the occupations that men with the same levels of education tend to enter (blue-collar jobs).
The fact that women fail to gain occupational status over the course of their work lives can also be explained by occupational segregation. First, it should be noted that the lack of mobility is not due entirely to the fact that women interrupt employment because of family obligations. While we have demonstrated a correlation between women's marital/childbearing histories and the resemblance between men's and women's occupational careers, even women without children have gained little occupational status over the course of their working lives. Similar findings are reported by Wolf (1975) and Rosenfeld (1976) . Wolf and Rosenfeld (1978) have speculated that female-dominated occupations may be easier to reenter after interruptions in employment, yet do not offer much chance for upward mobility. Their empirical analysis offers some confirmation of this speculation. Grimm and Stern (1974) have shown that, although women are highly represented in certain professional occupations (nursing, social work, schoolteaching, library work), men are overrepresented in the higher-level positions within these same occupations. This implies that if "female-typed" occupations offer chances of advancement, it is men in these occupations who are more likely to be promoted. Research based on the Wisconsin data also indicates that women are much less likely than men to be in positions of authoritycontrol over the work process of others-even when the effects of educational attainment, level of occupational status, and self-employment are held constant (Wolf and Fligstein 1979~' 19793) . These pieces of evidence suggest that women, in part because of their concentration in female-typed occupations, are less likely than men to be upwardly mobile over their working careers and tend not to be promoted to higher-level supervisory positions. On the other hand, even though men have lower-status first jobs, they are much more likely to obtain higher-status jobs later in the life cycle.
Our analysis has also pointed to other ways in which the attainments of women are limited or proscribed relative to those of men. Women's educational and occupational aspirations are more limited in range and less responsive to several of the factors that affect men's aspirations. At the same time, women's aspirations more strongly influence educational and early occupational attainments. Father's occupational standing affects the occupational aspirations and attainments of men, but not of women. I n contrast, mother's employment does not contribute to the educational attainments of women; if anything, it is more helpful to men than to women to have had a working mother. While men's academic performance in high school is primarily important in facilitating higher education, among women high school grades have less effect on educational attainment but continue to have a direct and lasting effect on occupational status.
Given the complex allocation process that we have observed, the strategies for producing equality of opportunity for men and women are not obvious. Extending the chances for advancement of women in female-dominated occupations would clearly improve the situation. Also, women should have increased opportunities to obtain the graduate and professional education necessary for entry into the higher professions and higher levels of administration in both the private and public sectors. But this is not enough. We think it unlikely that much progress will be made in reducing occupational (or economic) inequalities between the sexes unless and until sex role socialization differences and occupational sex typing are substantially reduced. .
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NOTE.-Variables are: I = parents'income, X = father's occupation, V = father's education, M = mother's education, L = mother's employment, R = rural origin, B = intact family, S = number of siblings, Q = mental ability, G = high school grades, P = parental encouragement, T = teachers' encouragement, F = friends' plans, E = college plans, J = occupational aspirations, U = educational attainment, W = first occupation, Z = current occupation .
